MARLBOROUGH IN POLITICS
restored to pardoned rebels Crown lands worth one and a
half millions had been distributed to private persons*
The King asserted his right in terms revived from the
Plantagenets. The Commons dwelt upon the expense of
the war, the public debt, and the calamitous taxes. They
reclaimed on behalf of the nation all these granted Irish lands,
and particularly those held by foreigners. They had not been
able fully to disband the Army because they could not find
the money to pay off the men. Here in these royal grants
was the means. They would achieve a purpose odious to
the King by a method more odious still, and by the repudia-
tion of his bounty furnish the funds to deprive him of his
Army. The conflict between a resolute House of Commons,
conscious of its ever-growing power, and William's embar-
rassed, half-hearted Ministers could have but one ending.
It was thought prudent that the intervention of the Lords
upon the side of the Prerogative should not be pressed.
Sunderland, still active and emollient behind the scenes,
counselled submission. The title-deeds granted by the King
were torn up, and all the captured lands were wrested from
their new owners*
This controversy grievously embarrassed Marlborough.
He had established dignified and self-respecting relations with
the King. His influence with both Houses of Parliament
was weighty. His character as a general officer seemed
about to be merged in a political career. His appoint-
ment as a Minister was much rumoured. In February 1699
Vernon wrote to Shrewsbury :
Sir John Forbes tells me that he hears anexchangeisnegotiating,
that Lord Marlborough should be Chamberlain and you Governor
to the Duke of Gloucester [Shrewsbury had by now become Lord
Chamberlain], but I hear nothing of it otherwise; but I observe
Lord Marlborough is frequently with the King and therefore I
hope they are well together.1
Nothing came of this, but his posts as governor to the Duke
of Gloucester and upon the Council of Regency were equal
1 Wolseley (ii, 328) misreads " then " for " you " and misdates this letter 1698.
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